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of Ukraine has been calm for the last
few weeks. Mr. Putin claims there is a
“rampage of reactionary forces, na-
tionalist and anti-Semitic forces going
on in certain parts of Ukraine.” Yet
Kiev’s chief rabbi and a vice president
of the World Jewish Congress on Mon-
day accused Russia of staging anti-Se-
mitic provocations in Crimea.

Mr. Putin accuses Ukraine’s new le-
gitimate transition government—not
yet 2 weeks old—of threatening ethnic
Russians. Yet there is a myriad of cred-
ible reports to the contrary. Indeed, al-
though there has been unrest in some
cities, there has been no serious move-
ment in the mostly Russian-speaking
eastern and southern regions to join
with Russia.

The clear majority of Ukrainians
wants to see their country remain uni-
fied and do not welcome Russian inter-
vention. All Ukrainian religious groups
have come out against the Russian
intervention and stand in support of
Ukraine’s territorial integrity and in-
violability of its borders, as have mi-
nority groups such as the Crimean Ta-
tars and the Roma.

I submit that the real threat posed
by the new government is that it wants
to assertively move Ukraine in the di-
rection of political and economic re-
forms and in the direction of democ-
racy, respect for how human rights, the
rule of law—away from the unbridled
corruption of the previous regime and
the kind of autocratic rule found in to-
day’s Russia.

As for protecting Russian interests in
Crimea, the Russians have not pro-
duced one iota of evidence that the
Russian Black Sea Fleet, based in the
Crimean city of Sevastopol, is under
any kind of threat. Indeed, when the
Ukrainians reached out to the Russians
to try to engage them peacefully, they
have been rebuffed.

Russian authorities need to send
their troops back to the barracks and
instead engage through diplomacy, not
the threat or use of force. The Russian
actions pose a threat beyond Ukraine
and threaten to destabilize neighboring
states.

I pointed out at a hearing we had this
week in the subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, and
in a hearing of the Helsinki Commis-
sion, that if Russia can use force to try
to change territories, what message
does that send to the South China Sea,
what message does that send to the
Western Balkans?

Just as Poland has already invoked
article 4 NATO consultations, the Bal-
tic States and others in the region are
wary of Russian goals.

As chairman of the Helsinki Commis-
sion and a former vice president of the
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, I am
encouraged to see active and wide-
ranging engagement of the OSCE to de-
escalate tensions and to foster peace
and security in Ukraine. The OSCE has
the tools to address concerns with re-
gard to security on the ground in Cri-
mea, minority rights, and with regard
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to preparations for this democratic
transition to lead to free and fair elec-
tions.

In response to a request by the
Ukrainian Government, 18 OSCE par-
ticipating states, including the United
States, are sending 35 unarmed mili-
tary personnel to Ukraine. This is tak-
ing place under the Vienna Document,
which allows for voluntary hosting of
visits to dispel concerns about unusual
military activities.

Various OSCE institutions are acti-
vating, at the request of the Ukrainian
Government, including the OSCE’s
human rights office, known as the
ODIHR, to provide human rights moni-
toring as well as election observation
for the May 25 Presidential elections.
The OSCE High Commissioner on Na-
tional Minorities, Representative on
Freedom of the Media, and the head of
the Strategic Police Matters Unit,
among others, are all in Kiev this week
conducting factfinding missions. A
full-scale, long-term OSCE Monitoring
Mission is being proposed, and this
mission needs to go forward.

All of these OSCE efforts are aimed
at deescalating tensions, fostering
peace and stability, ensuring the ob-
servance of OSCE principles, including
the human dimension, helping Ukraine
in its transition, especially in the
runup to the May elections.

These OSCE on-the-ground efforts
are being thwarted by the Russian-con-
trolled newly installed Crimean au-
thorities. The OSCE Unusual Military
Activities observers have been stopped
from entering Crimea by unidentified
men in military fatigues.

Also, the OSCE Media Freedom Rep-
resentative and her staff were tempo-
rarily blocked from leaving a hotel in
Crimea where she was meeting with
journalists and civil society activists.
The U.N. special envoy was accosted by
unidentified gunmen after visiting a
naval headquarters in the Sevastopol.

The blocking of international mon-
itors—who were invited by the Ukrain-
ian Government and who clearly are
trying to seek peaceful resolutions to
the conflict—is completely unaccept-
able and we should hold Russia respon-
sible for their safety.

Russia is a member of the OSCE—one
of the founding members—and they are
openly violating the core principles of
the Helsinki Final Act. Russia signed
on to the institutions that are avail-
able under OSCE for this exact type of
circumstance—to give independent ob-
servation as to what is happening on
the ground. Sending this mission, at
the request of the host country, into
Crimea is exactly the commitments
made to reduce tensions in OSCE
states, and Russia is blocking the use
of that mechanism.

The United States and the inter-
national community are deploying
wide-ranging resources to contain and
roll back Russia’s aggression and to as-
sist Ukraine’s transition to a demo-
cratic, secure, and prosperous country.
Both the Executive and the Congress
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are working around the clock on this.
President Obama has taken concrete
action and made concrete rec-
ommendations.

As the author of the Magnitsky Act,
I welcome the White House sanctions
announced today, including visa re-
strictions on officials and individuals
threatening Ukraine’s sovereignty and
territorial integrity and financial sanc-
tions against those ‘‘responsible for ac-
tivities undermining democratic proc-
esses or institutions in Ukraine.”

It was just a little while ago that we
passed the Magnitsky Act. We did that
in response to gross human rights vio-
lations within Russia against an indi-
vidual named Sergei Magnitsky. What
we did is say that those who were re-
sponsible for these gross violations of
internationally recognized rules should
be held accountable, and if they are not
held accountable, the least we can do
in the United States is not give them
safe haven in our country, not allow
the corrupt dollars they have earned to
be housed in America—no visas, no use
of our banking system. The President
is taking a similar action against those
responsible for the invasion and mili-
tary use against international rules in
Ukraine.

These steps are in addition to many
other actions, including the suspension
of bilateral discussions with Russia on
trade and investment, stopping United
States-Russia military-to-military en-
gagement, and suspending preparations
for the June G8 summit in Sochi. Both
Chambers are working expeditiously on
legislation to help Ukraine in this deli-
cate period of transition. We also need
to work expeditiously with our Euro-
pean friends and allies, and I am en-
couraged by the news that the EU is
preparing a $15 billion aid package.

Ukraine has exercised amazing re-
straint in not escalating the conflict,
particularly in Crimea. I applaud their
restraint and their action. The people
of Ukraine have suffered an incredibly
difficult history, and over the last cen-
tury they have been subjected to two
World Wars, 70 years of Soviet domina-
tion, including Stalin’s genocidal fam-
ine. They certainly do not need an-
other senseless war. Nothing justifies
Russia’s aggression—nothing. Our po-
litical and economic assistance at this
time would be a testament to those
who died at the Maidan just 2 weeks
ago and a concrete manifestation that
our words mean something and that we
do indeed stand by the people of
Ukraine as they make their historic
choice for freedom, democracy, and a
better life.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

MANUFACTURING INNOVATION
HUBS

Mr. COONS. Madam President, I
come to the floor once again to talk
about good jobs—about manufacturing
jobs—and about what we can do to-
gether in this Chamber to strengthen
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the vital manufacturing sector of the
American economy.

Last year, Democratic Senator
SHERROD BROWN and Republican Sen-
ator ROy BLUNT came together in a bi-
partisan effort to cosponsor an impor-
tant bill, S. 1468, the Revitalize Amer-
ican Manufacturing and Innovation
Act of 2013—an effort to build a na-
tional network for manufacturing and
innovation, also known as manufac-
turing innovation hubs.

This bill, if enacted, would allow us
to build institutes across our country
dedicated to discovering the next
breakthroughs in technology and
translating them to the next break-
throughs in manufacturing. I have been
proud to support and fight for this bill,
and now, because of my colleagues’
leadership and determination, we are
close to getting a vote.

We have heard about the importance
of these innovation hubs for manufac-
turing before. Last year two hubs
opened—one in Youngstown, OH, and
another in Raleigh, NC. Just last week
I was thrilled to hear about two more
opening—one in Detroit and another in
Chicago.

These hubs are good first steps, but
they are being done by the executive
branch, without express and explicit
authorization for a whole and broader
program through this bill, which would
extend this national network, would
make its life longer and greater, and
give more specific details to the proc-
ess by which they would be authorized
going forward.

It is my hope, having already seen
several demonstrations on a more mod-
est scale, this Congress will come to-
gether in a bipartisan way and enact
this legislation to put a framework in
place for the long term.

These hubs, as I said, are good first
steps, but we in Congress can and
should do more. In my home State of
Delaware we are blessed to have some
remarkable institutions of higher
learning: Delaware State University,
led by the great President Dr. Harry
Williams; the University of Delaware—
both research institutions which ben-
efit from federally funded research and
both of which do work in energy and
engineering, relevant to manufac-
turing. We also have Del Tech—Dela-
ware Technical & Community Col-
lege—which does great workforce
training and partners with manufac-
turers. We also have a whole series of
manufacturers, large and small; some
iconic companies such as DuPont, some
unknown outside my State that em-
ploy dozens or hundreds.

What a manufacturing hub would do
is bring together a university that is
doing cutting-edge research in a new
field with companies looking to start
manufacturing using that technology,
with those community colleges and
others who would train the new work-
force, creating a network that would
do the innovative work in an iterative
way that would accelerate new manu-
facturing opportunities.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The reason this bill has such a di-
verse set of bipartisan backers—from
Democrats such as SHERROD BROWN,
DEBBIE STABENOW, and myself, to Re-
publicans such as ROY BLUNT, LINDSEY
GRAHAM, and MARK KIRK—is because
these hubs represent a great example of
how the Federal Government can help
foster partnerships between businesses,
universities, and communities in a
hands-off way.

As to these first four hubs I men-
tioned, in these instances, the Federal
Government is also getting terrific le-
verage. There is a more than 1-to-1
match from private, State, and local
partnerships in these existing hubs—
partnerships, I might add, that have
national reach, giving the hubs the po-
tential to benefit not just their imme-
diate regions or their immediate com-
munities but the whole country.

General Dynamics and Honeywell, for
example, are two of the partner compa-
nies in the Youngstown, OH, lab. They
have footprints all across our country.
At the hub in Raleigh, NC, researchers
from other universities—such as Ari-
zona State and Florida State—are col-
laborators as well, contributing their
knowledge to the great work of these
hubs and then also bringing back to
their labs and their communities what
is being learned through this common
collaborative work.

So the Youngstown and Raleigh
hubs—now well established—are about
more than just those two cities, and
the hubs in Detroit and Chicago will be
about more than just Michigan and II-
linois, and the hubs we would create,
we would authorize, through this bill
would be about more than just the cit-
ies or States in which they are based.

By bringing together such a wide-
ranging and diverse set of partners,
hubs allow many different stakeholders
to pool their resources, minimizing the
risks of investing in the early stage re-
search that is critical to innovation
but not feasible for one company alone
to invest in.

It is about the private sector coming
together with the university and public
sectors to solve tough problems with-
out just one firm bearing all the risk or
the burden. R&D—research and devel-
opment—as we know, is critical to our
economic future. These hubs offer an
innovative model for increasing our na-
tional capacity for invention.

The Federal Government acts as a
convener for private firms, nonprofits,
universities, and researchers, creating
an environment where they can all do
what they do best and share it. This
idea transcends ideology or party. That
is why I think Members of both parties
should feel comfortable getting behind
this bill. It has been endorsed by folks
ranging from the National Association
of Manufacturers to the Bio, which rep-
resents the bio and pharmaceutical
community, and folks in the private
sector and public sector in my own
State and in States across the country.

Manufacturing is at the heart of
what can and should make this country
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competitive and prosperous in this cen-
tury. At the end of the day, this is
about creating good jobs. Manufac-
turing jobs are high-quality jobs. It has
a significant secondary benefit in the
community as well as having higher
wages and benefits than jobs in any
other sector.

If we are looking for the key to a dy-
namic innovation economy, we need to
look no further than manufacturers.
They invest more in R&D than any
other private sector within the coun-
try. When we think of manufacturing
and innovation today, we often picture
researchers in the United States in-
venting things and manufacturing fac-
tories overseas. But that is not how so-
phisticated, advanced manufacturing
innovation works anymore. The reality
is that innovation is just not linear.
R&D and manufacturing need to be
closer together. It does not just start
in the lab and then get sent to a fac-
tory and then to a store and your
home. More often R&D results in inno-
vations that improve the products al-
ready in our home, that improve the
manufacturing process to discover bet-
ter ways to make things faster, more
safely, more efficiently, and that inno-
vative cycle can speed up the more
closely connected and articulated it is.

By creating these manufacturing in-
novation hubs, all of which focus on a
specific sector or industry, we can help
fuel the discoveries that will make
manufacturing a critical part of our
long-term economic future, while en-
suring that the discoveries that change
our world are made here in America
and the products that come out of
them are manufactured here in Amer-
ica.

These hubs focus on emerging areas
where there is enormous potential. For
example, the hub in Youngstown, OH,
is focused on 3D printing, which al-
ready has the potential to transform
how manufacturing, large-scale and
small-scale, is done not just in the
United States but around the world.
We believe—I certainly believe we
should continue to be at the cutting
edge of developing and deploying what
3D printing has to offer.

The one in Raleigh, NC, is about wide
bandgap semiconductors or energy-effi-
cient electronics and will likely domi-
nate much of the next generation of
electronics. Again, why would we not
want to be on the ground for not just
the inventing of new technologies but
demonstrating how to manufacture
them?

In Detroit, researchers and busi-
nesses and universities and other
stakeholders in this newest hub will
work together on advanced lightweight
materials, on remarkable metals that
are stronger, more durable, more duc-
tile, and more lightweight than other
existing materials, with applications,
of course, in automobiles but across a
very wide range of products and plat-
forms.

Lastly, in Chicago, small businesses,
universities, and larger companies are
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working together on some remarkable
advances that speed up the whole man-
ufacturing process so new ideas can go
from the lab to your home faster than
ever before.

Hubs such as these are central to our
competitiveness because it is not just
about the work happening at the lab or
the institute itself; it is about how
they then attract companies with a na-
tional reach to an area that is capable
of building sustainable and dynamic
local economies. It is about bringing
researchers and manufactures together
to spur innovation, commercialize
R&D, and create good jobs that do not
g0 somewhere else. It is about the larg-
er impact for our communities and our
country, as innovation breeds new sup-
ply chains and new businesses locally
and across our country.

Today’s global economy is more com-
petitive than it has ever been. We are
competing not just with developing
countries that have lower labor and en-
vironmental standards or lower wages
but also with developed nations that
are trying to out-educate, out-re-
search, and out-innovate us. Germany,
for example, has a well-developed, well-
established, well-deployed network of
more than 60 manufacturing innova-
tion hubs exactly like the ones I have
just described. It also has fairly high
labor and environmental standards but
is the manufacturing powerhouse of
Europe. It has nearly double the per-
centage of its GDP in manufacturing as
the United States. How are they able
to do this? How can they sustain these
high levels of manufacturing? It is in
no small part because of the manufac-
turing innovation hubs they have de-
veloped and deployed.

So let’s get this done. There is abso-
lutely no reason that the season of gov-
erning and of legislating here in Wash-
ington needs to be over, especially
when there is so much important work
to do—work that I know we can and
should get done on a bipartisan basis.
Senators BROWN and BLUNT have done
great work and shown strong leader-
ship in developing this bill, refining
this bill, and getting it to this point.

Let’s show that we can come to-
gether in areas where we do agree and
put campaigns and politics aside for
now and put American jobs and Amer-
ican innovation first.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BEGICH.) The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF CAROLYN B.
McHUGH TO BE UNITED STATES
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE TENTH
DISTRICT

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to
executive session to consider Calendar
No. 563.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Carolyn B. McHugh, of Utah, to be
United States District Judge for the
Tenth Circuit.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. I send a cloture motion to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the nomination
of Carolyn B. McHugh, of Utah, to be United
States Circuit Judge for the Tenth Circuit.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Carl
Levin, Richard J. Durbin, Barbara
Boxer, Debbie Stabenow, Charles E.
Schumer, Patty Murray, Jeanne Sha-
heen, Amy Klobuchar, Tom TUdall,
Sheldon Whitehouse, Mazie K. Hirono,
Joe Donnelly, Jack Reed, Brian Schatz,
Tom Harkin.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to
legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF MATTHEW FRED-
ERICK LEITMAN TO BE UNITED
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR
THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. REID. I move to proceed to exec-
utive session to consider Calendar No.
5717.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the nomination.

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Matthew Frederick Leitman, of Michi-
gan, to be United States District Judge
for the Eastern District of Michigan.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. There is a cloture motion

at the desk, Mr. President.

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the nomination
of Matthew Frederick Leitman, of Michigan,
to be United States District Judge for the
Eastern District of Michigan.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Carl
Levin, Richard J. Durbin, Barbara
Boxer, Debbie Stabenow, Charles E.
Schumer, Patty Murray, Jeanne Sha-
heen, Amy Klobuchar, Tom Udall,
Sheldon Whitehouse, Mazie K. Hirono,
Joe Donnelly, Jack Reed, Brian Schatz,
Tom Harkin.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXITI be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to
legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF JUDITH ELLEN
LEVY TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EAST-
ERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I move
to proceed to executive session to con-
sider Calendar No. 578.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Judith Ellen Levy, of Michigan, to be
United States District Judge for the
Eastern District of Michigan.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. I send a cloture motion to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the nomination
of Judith Ellen Levy, of Michigan, to be
United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Michigan.

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Carl
Levin, Richard J. Durbin, Barbara
Boxer, Debbie Stabenow, Charles E.

Schumer, Patty Murray, Jeanne Sha-
heen, Amy Klobuchar, Tom Udall,
Sheldon Whitehouse, Mazie K. Hirono,
Joe Donnelly, Jack Reed, Brian Schatz,
Tom Harkin.
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.
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